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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

  

The 2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Pennsylvania Local Park 

and Recreation Provider Survey was designed to evaluate the opinions and experiences of those who 

provide or make decisions about local park and recreation services. A total of 1,092 respondents 

completed the web survey between April 2 and May 31, 2019, with 81.9% indicating that they 

represented a local or municipal government or agency. One-third (34.4%) were Elected Officials, 

one-quarter were Appointed Officials (28.6%), one-fifth were park and recreation or public works 

directors (19.1%), and the remaining 17.9% were some other type of position. A plurality of 

respondents represented populations of less than 5,000 individuals (44.1%), while 36.2% represented 

5,000 to 24,999 people, and 19.7% represented 25,000 or more. 
 

The largest benefits respondents perceived as being offered by their local governments or agencies 

were providing children with a safe place to play, making the community a more desirable place to 

live, and enhancing a sense of community. Providing opportunities for social interaction was the 

third-most valuable benefit in the 2014 iteration of this survey, but this slipped to number six in this 

yearõs survey. Generally, and consistent with the 2014 results, directors saw more value in the 

benefits provided than other respondents, as did respondents who served larger populations. 
 

A majority of directors indicated that their agency provides outdoor natured-based 

programs(60.1%), but only 38.6% were Get Outdoors PA partners. Most directors indicated that 

they were not Get Outdoors PA partners because their agency has limited staff, resources, or 

knowledge to conduct outdoor recreation programming (53.1%), but one-quarter (28.4%) had never 

heard of Get Outdoors PA. An additional 38.8% of directors reported working with health care 

providers on health-related programming. 
 

Looking at sustainable practices that directors believe they will use in their park systems over the 

next five years, more than three-fifths said that they were extremely likely to plant trees and 

streamside buffers (72.8%), utilize LED lighting (61.8%), and manage storm water run-off through 

open space (61.2%). Half of directors said that they were extremely likely to incorporate recycling 

and composting (53.8%) and to use rain gardens or plantings to retain water (53.8%). However, 

18.2% said that they were not at all likely to use renewable energy sources in the next five years. 
 

While the opioid crisis has had a substantial impact in Pennsylvania, 42.8% of directors indicated 

that opioids have not impacted their park or recreation services. An additional 40.4% reported 

finding drug paraphernalia in parks, and 25.9% have encountered drug use in restrooms or pavilions. 

A small portion of directors have developed substance abuse or awareness programs (10.2%) or new 

recreation programs for those with mental health and addiction issues (4.8%) in response to this 

crisis. 
 

Playgrounds were, once again, identified as the highest priority for facility investment over the next 

five years, although they were followed closely behind by community or regional trail systems and 
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community or regional parks, which replaced neighborhood parks as a top priority. Overall, results 

were similar to the 2014 survey, but respondents indicated a higher level of priority for all items in 

the 2019 survey. In a repetition of the 2014 results, directors provided the highest levels of priority 

for facility investment, followed closely behind by Elected Officials, and then by Appointed 

Officials. Consistent with other results in this survey, respondents who supported large populations 

generally indicated higher levels of priority for facility investment. 
 

In consideration of funding needs, directors reported higher levels of tax-supported funding 

increases for capital expenses than for operational expenses. Overall, fewer directors reported 

decreases in tax-supported funding in the 2019 survey than in the 2014 survey. Looking at overall 

funding priorities, respondents overwhelmingly indicated that their top funding priority for their 

outdoor recreation and conservation efforts was to maintain existing park and recreation areas, with 

52.0% of respondents selecting this item. The next-highest funding priority, when respondents were 

asked to select only one, was building walking paths and bicycle lanes or trails between places of 

work, parks, schools, and shopping areas. However, when looking at the relative priority of all 

responses, building more greenways and trails and providing recreation programs at parks and 

recreation areas were seen as more important. Consistent with other topics, directors reported 

higher priorities for funding recreation and conservation efforts than Elected Officials and 

Appointed Officials, as did those respondents who supported larger populations. Overall, funding 

priorities for recreation and conservation efforts increased significantly between the 2014 and 2019 

surveys. 
 

Top maintenance and management challenges identified by respondents included creating new park 

and recreation facilities, creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity, and maintaining 

existing local parks, although creating new park and recreation facilities was identified by slightly 

fewer respondents as a challenge in 2019 than in 2014. In addition, half of respondents identified 

providing inclusive programs and facilities for persons with disabilities as being a significant or 

major challenge, which was significantly higher than those reporting this challenge in 2014. 

Compared to 2019, fewer respondents identified lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and 

recreation facilities as a significant or major challenge, with 40.3% citing this particular problem. 
 

Looking at emerging trends, the top challenges identified by respondents included responding to 

emerging or new types of outdoor recreation activities, providing park and recreation facilities or 

services that meet the needs of individuals with disabilities, addressing the lack of youth engagement 

in outdoor recreation, improving public health through outdoor recreation, and adapting to an aging 

population, all of which were mentioned by half of respondents. The proportion of respondents 

concerned about adapting to an aging population more than doubled from 2014 to 2019, indicating 

a significant shift in the five-year period. 
 

When given the opportunity to share individual comments, respondents overwhelmingly mentioned 

funding concerns. Other common themes included trails, grants, programming, maintenance 

concerns, and lack of space.  
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INTRODUCTION  

 

The 2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Pennsylvania Local Park 

and Recreation Provider Survey was conducted by the Center for Survey Research (CSR) at Penn 

State Harrisburg at the request of the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural 

Resources (DCNR). The survey was designed to evaluate the opinions and experiences of those who 

provide or make decisions about local park and recreation services. 

 

At the conclusion of the data collection period, a total of 1,092 respondents had completed the web 

survey. All data were collected between April 2 and May 31, 2019. 

 

 

Data Analysis Notes 

The following notes should be taken into account when reviewing the final dataset: 

1. Because the survey was open-access and is not a random sample, the final dataset is 

considered to be representative only of the respondents who chose to participate. 

2. While results are included from the 2014 iteration of the survey for comparison purposes, all 

data are from the 2019 administration of the survey unless otherwise indicated. 

3. Percentages may not total to 100% due to the exclusion of ôDonõt knowõ responses. 

4. See Appendix A of the report for a map and list of the regions. 

5. See Appendix B for the survey instrument used in data collection. 

 

 

METHODOLOGY  

 
Institutional Review Board 

The study protocol and survey instrument were submitted to Penn State Universityõs Office for 

Research Protections and were subsequently approved as non-research under study number 

00011522 by Penn State Universityõs Office for Research Protections.     

 

 
Instrument Development 

During February and March 2019, the CSR project team worked with DCNR to develop and refine 

a survey instrument for collecting data from Pennsylvaniaõs park and recreation providers. The 

survey instrument was adapted from a previous survey that was administered in 2014. Certain series 

of questions were only administered to those who identified as park and recreation directors or 

coordinators, public works directors, or park superintendents. 
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The instrument was then programmed using Qualtrics web survey software. Qualtricsõ online survey 

platform allows for complex question patterns and automatic skipping when appropriate to create a 

seamless flow from one question to the next for respondents. 

 

Data Collection 

Surveys were self-administered through Qualtrics Online Survey Platform. Survey responses were 

collected through CSRõs Qualtrics web survey account between April 2 and May 31, 2019. 

Distribution of the survey link was the responsibility of DCNR. DCNR partnered with various 

organizations to share the survey link through various distribution lists. These organizations 

included: County Commissions Association of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania State Association of 

Boroughs, Pennsylvania Municipal League, Pennsylvania State Association of Township Supervisors, 

and Pennsylvania Recreation and Parks Society. Four different populations were targeted in data 

collection: Appointed Officials, Elected Officials, Park and Recreation and Public Works Directors, 

and County Planners. Due to the open access nature of this survey, the sample is not considered to 

be randomly selected; consequently, results are considered to be representative only of those who 

chose to participate.   

 

 

Survey Response 

Due to the open access nature of the survey, the total number of invited respondents is unknown. 

Therefore, it is not possible to calculate a response rate for this survey.  

 

 

Data Preparation and Analysis Notes 

All completed survey data were extracted from Qualtrics into Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) software. Data were verified for accuracy of variable coding, and verbatim text was 

edited and re-coded into additional categories for analysis purposes before final review by the senior 

staff of the Center for Survey Research. It should be noted that respondents who indicated that their 

position was something other than the list of options provided were retained in the survey results; 

however,  future surveys should include an option allowing respondents to specify their positions. A 

final survey dataset was created in SPSS for Windows version 25.0.  

 

 

Study Limitations 

Because the survey was open access, the total number of invited respondents is unknown. In 

addition, this non-random sampling method prevents the use of traditional statistical methods, 

meaning that a margin of error cannot be calculated for the survey. The results are only 

representative of those who chose to participate. Finally, CSR did not receive a completed survey 

from every possible respondent. Because the answers from these non-respondents could be 

different from those who did participate, non-response bias exists.   
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RESULTS 

 
Respondent Profile 

In total, 1,092 respondents provided data to at least some questions in the survey. A series of 

questions was asked to develop a profile of the respondents completing the survey. The following 

section describes the government or agency that the respondents represented, the job description of 

the respondents, geographic representation, and the sizes of populations served by the respondents. 

 

Government or Agency Represented 

In terms of the types of municipalities or agencies represented, the results were very similar to the 

2014 survey administration. About one-in-five (81.9%; n = 1,092) respondents represented a local or 

municipal government or agency, as compared to 80.6% (n = 558) in 2014. In addition, 8.9% in the 

current survey represented a county, 7.2% came from a multi-municipal recreation authority, 

commission, council of governments, or non-profit; and 2.0% said Other (as compared to 8.2%, 

2.7%, and 8.4%, respectively, in 2014), as seen in the next figure. It should be noted that, in 2014, 

this question was not asked of Appointed Officials, which accounts for the drastic difference in 

sample size. In addition, the Other response in 2014 included those who did not respond to the 

question. Of those who identified as representing a local or municipal government or agency (n = 

894), 55.4% represented a township, 38.9% represented a borough, and 5.7% represented a city. 

 

Figure 1. Government or Agency Represented, by Survey Year 
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Respondent Position Descriptions 

Respondents were then asked to select the position that best-related to their role in completing the 

survey.  The most-common positions represented in the survey were township, city, or borough 

managers/secretaries (28.2%; n = 1,092), park and recreation directors/coordinators (16.4%), 

township supervisors/coordinators (15.6%), and borough council members (13.7%). A few 

respondents identified as county planners (3.8%), public works directors/park superintendents 

(2.7%), mayors (2.5%), county commissioners/council members (1.5%), city council members 

(1.2%), municipal engineers (1.0%), and county chief clerks/administrators (0.4%). It should also be 

noted that 13.1% identified as something else, as seen in the next figure. All respondents selecting 

Something else were retained in the survey results, but future surveys should include an option 

allowing respondents to specify their positions. 
 

Figure 2. Respondent Position Descriptions 
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clerk/administrator), as compared to 47.2% in 2014. About one-third (34.4%) were Elected Officials 

in this iteration (township supervisor/commissioner, borough council member, county 

commission/council member, city council member, or mayor), compared to 39.9% in 2014. Finally, 

17.9% were categorized as Other (county planner, municipal engineer, or something else), as seen in 

the next figure; these categories were not available in 2014. 
 

Figure 3. Respondent Position Descriptions, by Survey Year 

 
 

Nearly all Appointed Officials (97.8%; n = 312) and most Elected Officials (93.4%; n = 376) 

represented a local or municipal government, while a smaller proportion of directors (73.7%; n = 
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Looking at geographic representation, respondents were fairly evenly distributed across 

Pennsylvaniaõs regions, with nearly equal numbers of respondents representing the Central (14.5%; n 

= 1,092), Northeast (17.0%), Northern Tier (15.7%), South Central (15.0%), Southeast (19.0%), and 

Southwest (18.1%) regions. In addition, eight respondents (0.7%) indicated that they represented 

more than one county, as seen in the next figure. Responses were unable to be compared to the 

2014 results due to the use of different regions in the two surveys. For a map and list of the survey 

regions by county, see Appendix A. 
 

Figure 4. Region of Respondents' Local Governments or Agencies 

 
 

Respondentsõ local governments or agencies were nearly evenly divided between those located in 

urban counties (50.5%; n = 1,092) and rural counties (48.7%), as seen in the next figure. 
 

Figure 5. County Population Density of Respondents' Local Governments or Agencies 
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The number of respondents per county ranged from three in Cameron, Forest, Fulton, Huntingdon, 

Montour, and Pike counties to 77 in Allegheny county, as seen in the next map. Darker colors 

indicate a higher proportion of survey respondents that worked in the specified county. 

 

Figure 6. Total Respondents by County 

 
 

 

The 2019 sample skewed toward slightly larger populations served than the 2014 sample. In this 

yearõs survey, nearly one-in-five (19.7%; n = 1,071) responses came from a respondent whose local 

government or agency served a population of 25,000 people more, as compared to just 10.2% of 

those from the 2014 survey. In comparison, 44.1% of the 2019 respondents served a population of 

less than 5,000, compared to 57.0% in 2014, as seen in the next figure. About one-quarter of all of 

the respondents in this yearõs survey (26.7%) represented a population of less than 2,500 individuals; 

however, this level of detail was not available for comparison in the 2014 iteration. Looking at 

responses from those who represented population sizes of 25,000 or more, 9.8% of all respondents 

represented populations of 25,000 to 49,999, 4.5% had populations of 50,000 to 99,999, and 5.4% 

had populations of 100,000 or more. 
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Figure 7. Population Size Served, by Survey Year 
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24,999, and 37.7% served a population of 25,000 or more, as seen in the next figure. 

 

Figure 8. Population Size Served, by Position Type 
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Regions with respondents who indicated that they served populations of less than 5,000 ranged from 

lows of 25.2% (n = 206) in the Southeast region and 32.9% (n = 164) in the South Central region to 

highs of 70.2% (n = 168) in the Northern Tier region and 53.9% (n = 180) in the Northeast region, 

as seen in the next map. Darker colors represent a higher proportion of respondents that served 

Less than 5,000 people in the specified region. 
 

Figure 9. Population Size Served, by Region 

 
 

Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services 

Respondents were then asked to indicate the extent to which their local government or agency 

provides for a number of park and recreation benefits on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 was Not at all, 

3 was Somewhat, and 5 was A great deal. Choices of 4 and 5 were then combined to provide an 

indication of the proportion of respondents indicating a high extent of benefit provision by the local 

government or agency. About four-fifths of respondents (n = 923 ð 1,076) selected scores of 4 or 5 

for Provides children with a safe place to play (80.3%) and Makes the community a more desirable 

place to live (78.0%). In addition, 72.0% of respondents selected 4 or 5 for Enhances a sense of 

community. Less than half of respondents provided high scores for Ensures there is open green 

space near every home (47.8%) and Improves relationships between different racial/ethnic groups 

of residents (39.5%). Results were similar to the 2014 survey (n = unknown); the largest differences 

were seen in: Protects the natural environment (2019 = 67.6%; 2014 = 53.1%), Helps attract new 

residents and businesses (2019 = 54.1%; 2014 = 40.5%), and Provides equitable and accessible 

recreation opportunities to a broad constituency (2019 = 68.1%; 2014 = 58.8%), as seen in the next 

figure. Four items have no data for 2014, as these items were not asked in the 2014 survey. 
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Figure 10. Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services, by Survey Year 
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Scores were also averaged on a scale of 1 to 5 to develop an overall mean assessment of the extent 

to which local governments or agencies provided for the various park and recreation benefits 

mentioned. It should be noted that the overall mean score for all items was 3.77 (n = 923 - 1,076); 

however, for comparisons purposes, the mean score for items that appeared in both the 2014 and 

2019 was 3.89. Since items that appeared in 2019 but not 2014 were lower on average, the following 

discussion ignores those scores when looking at the overall means. The 2019 mean of 3.89 was 

higher, overall, than the mean score of 3.67 (n = unknown) from 2014.  

 

The mean score for Directors actually decreased slightly from 4.23 (n = unknown in 2014) to 4.12 (n 

= 193 ð 208 in 2019), while the scores for Appointed Officials increased significantly from 3.44 in 

2014 (n = unknown) to 3.76 in 2019 (n = 272 ð 308). Scores for Elected Officials increased slightly, 

averaging 3.75 in 2014 (n = unknown) and 3.88 in 2019 (n = 337 ð 369), as seen in the next figure. 

We can conclude that the higher mean score across all items can be attributed to the higher mean 

scores from Appointed Officials; although it is offset slightly by the lower mean scores from 

Directors. It is difficult to determine whether the higher mean scores from Appointed Officials is 

due to a change in attitudes or experiences or to a difference in the final respondent sample.   

 

Figure 11. Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services, Overall Means by 
Position Type and Survey Year 
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Looking at individual items, mean scores ranged from a low of 3.18 out of 5 for Improves 

relationships between different racial/ethnic groups of residents to 4.22 for Provides children with a 

safe place to play. Generally, average scores followed a similar pattern to the scores found in 2014, 

with a few exceptions. First, overall mean scores were higher, as mentioned previously. Second, the 

Protects the natural environment item increased from a mean of 3.49 in 2014 to a mean of 3.91 in 

2019. The Helps attract new residents and businesses score also increased from 3.20 in 2014 to 3.54 

in 2019. These scores significantly out-performed the overall average mean increases that were seen 

across all items. No items decreased in overall score from 2014 to 2019, as seen in the next figure. 

Four items from the figure have no data for 2014, as these items were not asked in the 2014 survey. 

 

The tables that follow display the mean scores for the extent to which local governments or agencies 

provide for various park and recreation benefits by position type of the respondent and population 

size served of the respondentõs local government or agency. Generally, and consistent with the 2014 

results, Directors provided higher mean scores for each item (Mean = 3.98 out of 5; n = 193 - 208) 

than Appointed Officials (Mean = 3.65; n = 272 - 308), Elected Officials (Mean = 3.77; n = 337 - 

369), and those with some Other position (Mean = 3.74; n = 171 - 193). For most items, Appointed 

Officials and Elected Officials provided similar scores. However, Elected Officials provided slightly 

higher scores than Appointed Officials for Protects the natural environment (Mean = 3.96 versus 

3.77, respectively), Prevents erosion and flooding (Mean = 3.55 versus 3.37), Increases property 

value in the community (Mean = 3.74 versus 3.56), and Provides equitable and accessible recreation 

opportunities to a broad constituency (Mean = 3.87 versus 3.71). 

 

Looking at the responses by the size of population served by the respondentõs local government or 

agency, those representing populations of less than 5,000 had lower mean scores overall (Mean = 

3.54 out of 5; n = 404 - 462) than those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (Mean = 3.95; n = 

357 ð 387), and 25,000 or more (Mean = 3.91; n = 194 ð 209). However, it should be noted that 

Directors were more likely to serve larger populations. Generally, those serving populations of 5,000 

to 24,999 provided similar responses to those serving populations of 25,000 or more, with the 

exception of one item, Provides children with a safe place to play, which received a mean score of 

4.47 for those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,999 and a mean of 4.01 for those serving 

populations of 25,000 or more. The top item for larger populations of 25,000 or more was Makes 

the community a more desirable place to live, which is notably different from the top item indicated 

by smaller communities. 
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Figure 12. Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services, Means by Survey Year 
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Table 2. Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services, Means by Position Type 

Please indicate the extent to which your local government or agency provides for each of the following 

park and recreation benefits on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is Not at all, 3 is Somewhat, and 5 is A great 

deal: Mean score out of 5, by Position Type 

 Directors 

(n = 193 - 208) 

Appointed Officials 

(n = 272 - 308) 

Elected Officials 

(n = 337 - 369) 

Other 

(n = 171 - 193) 

Provides children with a safe 

place to play 
4.47 4.22 4.25 3.92 

Makes the community a more 

desirable place to live 
4.35 4.02 4.17 4.30 

Provides opportunities for 

social interaction 
4.19 3.79 3.87 3.79 

Enhances a sense of 

community 
4.19 3.92 4.03 4.04 

Promotes positive youth 

development 
4.15 3.74 3.85 3.67 

Improves physical health and 

fitness 
4.06 3.71 3.78 3.85 

Provides equitable and 

accessible recreation 

opportunities to a broad 

constituency 

4.09 3.71 3.87 3.89 

Increases property values in 

the community 
4.07 3.56 3.74 3.79 

Protects the natural 

environment 
4.01 3.77 3.96 3.90 

Reduces stress/improves 

mental health 
4.00 3.58 3.69 3.64 

Helps attract new residents and 

businesses 
3.75 3.36 3.50 3.64 

Prevents erosion and flooding 3.61 3.37 3.55 3.49 

Encourages residents to 

connect with the natural 

environment 

3.87 3.64 3.77 3.92 

Ensures there is open green 

space near every home 
3.47 3.27 3.36 3.31 

Improves relationships 

between different racial/ethnic 

groups of residents 

3.44 3.10 3.17 3.00 
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Table 3. Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services, Means by Population 
Size Served 

Please indicate the extent to which your local government or agency provides for each of 

the following park and recreation benefits on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is Not at all, 3 is 

Somewhat, and 5 is A great deal: Mean score out of 5, by Population Size Served 

 Less than 5,000 

(n = 404 - 462) 

5,000 to 24,999 

 (n = 357 - 387) 

25,000 or more  

(n = 194 - 209) 

Provides children with a safe 

place to play 
4.10 4.47 4.01 

Makes the community a more 

desirable place to live 
3.94 4.35 4.38 

Provides opportunities for 

social interaction 
3.69 4.08 4.00 

Enhances a sense of community 3.84 4.19 4.13 

Promotes positive youth 

development 
3.61 4.03 3.95 

Improves physical health and 

fitness 
3.55 4.03 4.00 

Provides equitable and 

accessible recreation 

opportunities to a broad 

constituency 

3.64 4.04 4.05 

Increases property values in the 

community 
3.45 3.97 4.04 

Protects the natural 

environment 
3.76 4.06 3.91 

Reduces stress/improves 

mental health 
3.49 3.88 3.86 

Helps attract new residents and 

businesses 
3.18 3.72 3.93 

Prevents erosion and flooding 3.28 3.71 3.58 

Encourages residents to 

connect with the natural 

environment 

3.54 3.95 3.97 

Ensures there is open green 

space near every home 
3.08 3.55 3.52 

Improves relationships between 

different racial/ethnic groups of 

residents 

3.01 3.30 3.25 
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The following questions about Outdoor Programming, Meal Service Programs, Sustainable 

Practices, and the Opioid Impact were asked only of Park and Recreation Directors and 

Public Works Directors.  

 

Outdoor Programming 

Respondents who identified as a park and recreation director or public works director were then 

asked a series of questions about programming offered by their agency. First, Directors were asked 

whether their agency provided or offered outdoor nature-based programs, such as birding, hiking, 

paddling, or fishing, and whether their agency was a Get Outdoors PA partner. About three-fifths 

(60.1%; n = 178) reported offering outdoor nature-based programs, but just 38.6% (n = 132) 

indicated that they were Get Outdoors PA partners, as seen in the next figure. 

 

Figure 13. Nature-Based Program Participation 

 
 

 

Respondents who indicated that their agencies were not Get Outdoors PA partners were then asked 

why their agencies were not a Get Outdoors PA partner. Respondents were able to select all 

responses that applied to their agency. About half (53.1%; n = 81) pointed to having limited staff, 

resources, or knowledge to conduct outdoor recreation programming, and about one-fourth (28.4%) 

said that they had never heard of Get Outdoors PA. The remaining respondents said that their 

agencies do not do outdoor nature-based programs (16.0%), their communities lack passive park 

land (12.3%), or their agencies have tried nature-based programs and had few participants (4.9%). 

Just 1.2% said that they had no interest in being a Get Outdoors PA partner, and 18.5% selected 

Other, as seen in the next figure. 
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Figure 14. Reason for Not Participating in Get Outdoors PA 

 
 

Directors were then asked whether their agency was working with health care providers on 

programs like walking, get-healthy talks, or health screenings, and 38.8% (n = 165) indicated that 

they were, as seen in the next figure. 
 

Figure 15. Agencies Working with Health Care Providers 
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Meal Service Programs 

Directors were also asked whether their agencies participated in distributing a federally funded out-

of-school time meal service program to youth. Just 17.1% indicated that their agencies participated 

in such a program, as seen in the next figure. Of the 29 respondents who said that their agencies 

participated in such a program, 20 provided information about the number of meals and individuals 

served in the last year. Reponses ranged from 40 to 7,500 meals served, with a mean of 3,957, and 

20 to 800 individuals served, with a mean of 258.  

 

Figure 16. Participation in Out-of-School Time Youth Meal Service Program 

 
 

Sustainable Practices 

Directors were then asked how likely they were to utilize a series of sustainable practices in their 

communitiesõ park systems in the next five years, regardless of whether or not they were currently 

using them. Nearly all directors said that they were extremely likely (72.8%; n = 169) or somewhat 

likely (24.3%) to incorporate planting trees and streamside buffers as a sustainable practice. Similarly, 

61.8% (n = 170) said that they were extremely like to utilize LED lighting, and 61.2% (n = 165) were 

extremely likely to manage storm water run-off from the community through open space. About 

half said that thy were extremely likely to use rain gardens and plantings to retain water (55.2%; n = 

165) and to incorporate recycling and composting (53.8%; n = 171), while two-fifths said they were 

extremely likely to reduce mowing, fertilizers, and pesticides (42.1%; n = 159) and to incorporate 

pervious surfaces (41.1%; n = 158). Just one-fourth said that they were extremely likely to use 

renewable energy sources (28.6%; n = 154), and nearly one-in-five said that they were not at all likely 

to use renewable energy sources (18.2%). It should also be noted that one-in-10 said that they were 

not at all likely to reduce mowing, fertilizers, and pesticides (10.7%), use rain gardens and plantings 

to retain water (10.3%), and incorporate recycling and composting (9.4%), as seen in the next figure.  
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Figure 17. Sustainable Practice Utilization 
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Opioid Impact  

Directors were then asked to select all of the ways in which the opioid epidemic has affected their 

parks or recreation services. Two out of five respondents (42.8%; n = 166) said that the opioid 

epidemic has not impacted their park or recreation services, while 40.4% said that they have found 

drug paraphernalia in their parks. An additional 25.9% said that they have encountered drug use in 

restrooms or pavilions, while 16.9% have had drug use in playgrounds. One-in-10 have preventative 

measures in place, such as substance abuse or awareness programs (10.2%), Narcan availability at the 

park office or municipal building (9.6%), or training programs for park /recreation staff (9.0%). The 

remaining respondents indicated that they have had overdoses in parks (7.2%), park use has dropped 

due to perceived safety concerns (5.4%), or that they have developed new recreation programs for 

those with mental health and addiction issues (4.8%), and 4.8% indicated some other impact, as seen 

in the next figure. 

 

Figure 18. Opioid Epidemic Impact 
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The questions on the following pages were asked of all respondents. 

 

Facility Investment 

All respondents were then asked to rate the level of priority their local governments or agencies 

place on investing in a variety of facility types over the next five years, with 1 being the lowest 

priority for investment and 5 being the highest priority for investment. Choices of 4 and 5 were then 

combined to provide an indication of the proportion of respondents indicating that they believe 

their local government or agency will place a high priority on the particular type of facility 

investment over the next five years. Generally, the 2019 responses were much higher than the 2014 

responses, indicating that respondents believe that there will be more facility investment in 2020-

2024 than they believed there would be in 2015-2019 when they were last surveyed. In both surveys, 

playgrounds earned the top spot; more than two-thirds of respondents provided 4 or 5 ratings in 

2019 (68.6%; n = 1,017) and nearly three-fifths did so in 2014 (59.0%; n = unknown).  

 

In 2014, less than half of respondents selected 4 or 5 for all remaining responses, which ranged from 

a high of 44.8% for Neighborhood parks to a low of 5.1% for Trails/parks for motorized activities. 

In comparison, seven items besides playgrounds had about half of respondents (or more) select 4 or 

5, indicating that they believed their local governments or agencies would place high priorities on 

investing in each facility type over the next five years. These facilities included: Community or 

regional trail systems (62.2%); Community or regional parks (61.7%); Sports fields (57.4%); Inclusive 

programs/facilities for persons with disabilities (56.9%); Neighborhood parks (56.3.%); Pavilions, 

Amphitheaters, or other outdoor public space like plazas (50.8%); and Sports courts (48.8%). The 

lowest items still saw significant increases from 2014 to 2019 in anticipated priorities for investment. 

For example, Action sports parks had 18.2% of respondents select 4 or 5 in 2019, as compared to 

just 8.4% who did so in 2014.  Similarly, 20.2% of respondents selected 4 or 5 for Off-leash dog 

parks in 2019, compared to 9.3% in 2014, and 20.3% did so for Trails/parks for motorized activities 

in 2019, as compared to just 5.1% in 2014. It should be noted that the Sports fields and Sports 

courts items were asked as one item, Team sports facilities, in 2014, so the results are not directly 

comparable. The next figure shows all combined 4 and 5 responses to this question by survey year. 
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Figure 19. Facility Investment Priorities, by Survey Year 
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Scores were also averaged on a scale of 1 to 5 to develop an overall mean assessment of the extent 

to which respondents believed that their local governments or agencies would place on investing in 

the various facility types over the next five years. As with before, there were items that appeared in 

the 2019 survey that did not appear in the 2014 survey. The overall mean score for all items was 2.96 

(n = 887 - 1,017); for comparisons purpose, the mean score for items that appeared in both the 2014 

and 2019 surveys was 2.81 for the 2019 responses and 2.25 (n = unknown) for 2014 responses. 

 

Scores generally increased from 2014 to 2019, and this pattern held true when looking at the 

responses by position type of the respondent. For each survey iteration, Directors indicated the 

highest mean score of priority investment (2019 Mean = 2.93, n = 168 ð 197; 2014 Mean = 2.38; n = 

unknown), followed by Elected Officials (2019 Mean = 2.81, n = 226 ð 288; 2014 mean = 2.36; n = 

unknown), and finally by Appointed Officials (2019 Mean = 2.61, n = 314 ð 362; 2014 Mean = 2.13; 

n = unknown), as seen in the next figure.   
 

Figure 20. Facility Investment Priorities, Selected Means by Position Type and Survey Year 
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Mean = 1.70); and Trails/parks for motorized activities (2019 Mean = 2.13; 2014 Mean = 1.45). No 

items decreased in overall score from 2014 to 2019, as seen in the next figure. Four items have no 

data for 2014, as these items were not asked in the 2014 survey. One of the items, Inclusive 

programs/facilities for persons with disabilities, received a mean of 3.57, which rated it as the 

fourth-highest priority overall. As mentioned previously, the Sports fields and Sports courts items 

were asked as one item, Team sports facilities, in 2014, so the results are not directly comparable. 
 

Figure 21. Facility Investment Priorities, Means by Survey Year 
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The tables that follow display the mean scores of respondentsõ perceptions of the levels of priority 

their local governments or agencies will place on investing in various facility types, by position type 

of the respondent and population size served of the respondentõs local government or agency. As 

with scores from other questions in the survey, and, again, consistent with the 2014 results, 

Directors generally provided higher means scores for most items (Mean = 2.93 out of 5; n = 

168 - 197) than both Elected Officials (Mean = 2.81; n = 226 ð 288) and Appointed Officials (Mean 

= 2.61; n = 314 ð 362). However, those with some Other position provided the highest scores 

overall (Mean = 2.98; n = 157 ð 181). There were some notable exceptions.   

¶ Directors scored Neighborhood parks with a mean of 3.46, compared to higher scores of 

3.51 from Appointed Officials, 3.65 from Elected Officials, and 3.47 from Other positions.  

¶ Directors rated Opportunities for/access to water-based recreation with a score of 2.45 out 

of 5; although this was higher than the Appointed Official score of 2.16, it was lower than 

the Elected Official score of 2.49 and the Other position score of 3.14.  

¶ Similarly, Directors rated Opportunities for hunting and/or fishing with a score of 2.35, 

compared to a lower score of 2.11 from Appointed Officials, but a higher score of 2.43 from 

Elected Officials and a score of 2.86 from Other positions.  

¶ Directors also scored Mountain bike trails with an average of 2.45, compared to 1.96 for 

Appointed Officials, 2.36 for Elected Officials, and 2.63 for Other positions.  

¶ Finally, Directors provided similar scores for the Trails/parks for motorized activities item 

(2.06) to Appointed Officials (2.03) and Elected Officials (2.09), but their mean scores were 

all lower than the score of 2.44 for those with some Other position. 

 

Looking at the responses by the size of population served by the respondentsõ local governments or 

agencies, results were similar to those found for other questions, where those representing 

populations of less than 5,000 had lower mean scores overall (Mean = 2.71 out of 5; n = 352 - 

430) than those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (Mean = 3.08; n = 329 ð 378), and 25,000 

or more (Mean = 3.19; n = 183 ð 205). Again, there were some exceptions.  

¶ Respondents who served populations of less than 5,000 people provided slightly higher 

scores for Playgrounds (3.82) than those serving populations of 25,000 or more (3.79). They 

also provided slightly higher mean scores for Opportunities for hunting and/or fishing 

(2.36) than those with populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (2.28).  

¶ Generally, respondents with populations of 25,000 or more provided higher scores 

than those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,999. However, in addition to 

Playgrounds, respondents who served populations of 5,000 to 24,999 provided higher 

scores than those with populations of 25,000 or more for several items, including 

Neighborhood parks (3.63 versus 3.55); Community or regional parks (3.83 versus 3.77); 

Sports fields (3.80 versus 3.57); Sports courts (3.55 versus 3.37); Off-leash dog parks (2.49 

versus 2.47); and Pavilions, amphitheaters, or other outdoor public spaces (3.52 versus 3.35). 

¶ Although it was the third-highest priority overall, the mean for those with populations of 

25,000 or more was Community or regional trail systems (4.24). 
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Table 4. Facility Investment Priorities, Means by Position Type 

Please rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on investing in each of the 

following facilities over the next five years, where 1 is Lowest priority for investment and 5 is Highest 

priority for investment: Mean score out of 5, by Position Type 

 
Directors 

(n = 168 - 197) 

Appointed 

Officials 

(n = 314 - 362) 

Elected 

Officials          

(n = 226 - 288) 

Other 

(n = 157 - 181) 

Playgrounds 4.02 3.95 3.92 3.50 

Neighborhood parks 3.46 3.51 3.65 3.47 

Community or regional parks 3.73 3.66 3.68 3.67 

Sports fields (e.g., soccer, 

baseball, lacrosse) 
3.65 3.51 3.56 3.31 

Sports courts (e.g., basketball, 

tennis, pickleball) 
3.57 3.32 3.27 2.98 

Community or regional trail 

systems 
3.94 3.39 3.59 3.99 

Outdoor 

interpretive/educational 

facilities 

3.16 2.72 3.00 3.16 

Community gardens 2.71 2.42 2.67 2.65 

Swimming pools/water play 

parks 
2.69 2.04 2.19 2.53 

Opportunities for/access to 

water-based recreation (e.g., 

boating, kayaking) 

2.45 2.16 2.49 3.14 

Opportunities for hunting 

and/or fishing 
2.35 2.11 2.43 2.86 

Off-leash dog parks 2.63 2.00 2.20 2.24 

Mountain bike trails 2.45 1.96 2.36 2.63 

Action sports parks (e.g., skate 

parks, pump tracks) 
2.39 1.95 2.30 2.37 

Trails/parks for motorized 

activities 
2.06 2.03 2.09 2.44 

Inclusive programs/facilities 

for persons with disabilities 

(ADA Access) 

3.79 3.60 3.47 3.47 

Pavilions, amphitheaters, or 

other outdoor public space like 

plazas 

3.41 3.33 3.35 3.05 
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Table 5. Facility Investment Priorities, Means by Population Size Served 

Please rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on investing in each 

of the following facilities over the next five years, where 1 is Lowest priority for investment 

and 5 is Highest priority for investment: Mean score out of 5, by Population Size Served 

 Less than 5,000 

(n = 352 - 430) 

5,000 to 24,999 

 (n = 329 - 378) 

25,000 or more  

(n = 183 - 205) 

Playgrounds 3.82 4.02 3.79 

Neighborhood parks 3.47 3.63 3.55 

Community or regional parks 3.51 3.83 3.77 

Sports fields (e.g., soccer, 

baseball, lacrosse) 
3.24 3.80 3.57 

Sports courts (e.g., basketball, 

tennis, pickleball) 
3.03 3.55 3.37 

Community or regional trail 

systems 
3.16 3.92 4.24 

Outdoor 

interpretive/educational 

facilities 

2.63 3.14 3.36 

Community gardens 2.38 2.71 2.89 

Swimming pools/water play 

parks 
1.94 2.43 2.82 

Opportunities for/access to 

water-based recreation (e.g., 

boating, kayaking) 

2.38 2.44 2.89 

Opportunities for hunting 

and/or fishing 
2.36 2.28 2.73 

Off-leash dog parks 1.87 2.49 2.47 

Mountain bike trails 2.04 2.34 2.68 

Action sports parks (e.g., skate 

parks, pump tracks) 
1.90 2.42 2.50 

Trails/parks for motorized 

activities 
1.92 2.12 2.49 

Inclusive programs/facilities for 

persons with disabilities (ADA 

Access) 

3.36 3.70 3.74 

Pavilions, amphitheaters, or 

other outdoor public space like 

plazas 

3.08 3.52 3.35 
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Respondents who indicated that their local government or agency will place their highest priority of 

investment in community or regional parks over the next five years ranged from lows of 24.0% (n = 

175) in the Northeast region and 27.3% (n = 154) in the Northern Tier region to a high of 42.0% (n 

= 188) in the Southwest region, as seen in the next map. Darker colors represent a higher 

proportion of respondents that selected Highest priority for the specified item. 

 

Figure 22. Community or Regional Park Investment Priorities, by Region 

 
 

 

Respondents who indicated that their local government or agency will place their highest priority of 

investment in community or regional trails over the next five years ranged from lows of 28.3% (n = 

145) in the Central region and 28.4% (n = 169) in the Northeast region to highs of 48.7% (n = 195) 

in the Southeast region and 40.4% (n = 183) in the Southwest region, as seen in the next map. 

Darker colors represent a higher proportion of respondents that selected Highest priority for the 

specified item. Only the Investing in community or regional parks and Investing in community or 

regional trails items were significantly different by region. 
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Figure 23. Community or Regional Trail  Investment Priorities, by Region 

 
 

 

Funding 

The following question about changes in tax-supported funding was asked only of 

Directors. The remaining questions related to funding were asked of all respondents. 

 

Directors were then asked to indicate whether tax-supported funding for park and recreation 

operational and capital expenses had declined, remained the same, or increased over the last 3 years. 

Responses for Operational expenses were fairly similar between the 2019 and 2014 surveys, with 

about two-thirds of respondents indicating that Tax-supported funding remained the same over the 

last three years both in 2019 (63.3%; n = 150) and in 2014 (64.5%; n = unknown). The 2019 results 

did see a slight uptick in those who said that tax-supported funding for Operational expenses has 

increased in the past 3 years, increasing from 11.8% in 2014 to 16.7% in 2019. 

 

More differences were evident between the 2014 and 2019 surveys when looking at tax-supported 

funding for Capital expenses. Notably, 26.9% of respondents in the 2019 survey (n = 145) indicated 

that Capital expense funding had increased in the last 3 years, as compared to just 17.3% who said 

the same in 2014 (n = unknown). Conversely, 17.9% of respondents from the current year said that 

Capital expense funding had decreased, as compared to 29.3% who said that it had decreased in 

2014, as seen in the next figure. 
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Figure 24. Changes in Tax Supported Funding, by Survey Year 

 
 

 

All respondents were then asked two questions related to funding outdoor recreation and 

conservation efforts in their communities. The first question asked them to rate the importance of a 

number of items, where 1 was Not at all important and 5 was Extremely important. They were then 

asked to select the single most important funding priority for outdoor recreation and conservation 

efforts in their communities. About half of respondents (52.0%; n = 1,024) selected Maintain 

existing park and recreation areas as their top funding priority. This was significantly lower than the 

63.8% (n = unknown) who chose this option in the 2014 survey. The difference appears to have 

been made up in two areas. In 2014, 7.2% of respondents chose Build walking paths and bicycle 

lanes or trails between places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areas; this number grew to 

14.2% in 2019. Similarly, 4.0% of respondents in 2014 chose Build more greenways/trails as their 

top funding priority, which increased to 9.9% in 2019. There were no other differences between the 

surveys in the remaining responses. Rounding out the top five included: Provide recreation 

programs at parks and recreation areas (7.9%) and Acquire and protect open space (5.1%). Receiving 

the least number of selections was Provide environmental and conservation programs, which was 

selected by just 1.2% of respondents, as seen in the next figure.  
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Figure 25. Top Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priority, by Survey Year 

 
 

Looking at the mean scores on the 1 to 5 scale paints a more complex picture of respondentsõ 

funding priorities. Overall, the mean score for all items increased from 3.03 in 2014 to 3.59 in 2019.  

As with other survey questions, the mean score of 3.73 out of 5 for Directors (n = 186 ð 203) was 

greater than the mean scores for Appointed Officials (3.42; n = 238 ð 288) and Elected Officials 

(3.57; n = 328 ð 360), but it tied the mean score for those with some Other position (3.73; n = 177 ð

187).  

 

Comparing the two survey administrations, the mean score for Directors rose by 0.36 points out of 

five, from 3.37 in 2014 (n = unknown) to 3.73 in 2019. The mean scores for Appointed Officials 

and Elected Officials rose by 0.51 and 0.50 points respectively, indicating that the ratings from the 

Appointed Officials and Elected Officials closed some of the gap that was seen in the 2014 survey 

administration. The next figure shows all mean scores by position type and survey year. 
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Figure 26. Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priorities, Overall Means by 
Position Type and Survey Year 

 
 

Looking at individual items, Maintain existing park and recreation retained the top mean score, with 

an average of 4.47 out of 5 in 2019 (n = 936 ð 1,038), as compared to 4.35 in 2014 (n = unknown). 

This item saw the smallest mean increase between surveys, but it also had the highest starting mean 

in 2014, so there was not as much room for growth as compared to the other items. Rounding out 

the top five in the 2019 survey were: Build more greenways/trails (Mean = 3.75); Provide recreation 

programs at parks and recreation areas (Mean = 3.72); Build walking paths and bicycle lanes or trails 

between places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areas (Mean = 3.69); and Protect wildlife and 

fish habitat (Mean = 3.54). The lowest mean score of 2.93 was given to Acquire additional land and 

water areas for developed recreation. 

 

As mentioned previously, the mean score for all items increased by an average of 0.56 points from 

2014 to 2019. Four items significantly outpaced the mean score growth from 2014 to 2019; they 

included: Restore damaged rivers and streams (2019 Mean = 3.52; 2014 Mean = 2.63); Build walking 

paths and bicycle lanes or trails between places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areas (2019 

Mean = 3.69; 2014 Mean = 2.83); Build more greenways/trails (2019 Mean = 3.75; 2014 Mean = 

2.95); and Protect wildlife and fish habitat (2019 Mean = 3.54; 2014 Mean = 2.83). No items 

decreased in average score from 2014 to 2019, as seen in the next figure. 
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Figure 27. Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priorities, Means by Survey Year 

 
 

As with other questions, Directors generally provided higher mean scores for outdoor recreation 

and conservation funding priorities in their communities (Mean = 3.73; n = 186 ð 203) than Elected 

Officials (Mean = 3.57; n = 328 ð 360), who, in turn, generally gave higher mean scores than 

Appointed Officials (mean = 3.42; n = 238 ð 288). There were three exceptions to this trend.  

Appointed Officials scored Maintain existing park and recreation areas slightly higher (Mean = 4.49) 

than Elected Officials (Mean = 4.39), but lower than Directors (Mean = 4.70). Appointed Officials 

also scored Restore damaged rivers and streams higher (Mean = 3.56) than both Directors (Mean = 

3.49) and Elected Officials (Mean = 3.46). Finally, Elected Officials scored Protect wildlife and fish 

habitat higher on average (Mean = 3.58) than both Directors (Mean = 3.50) and Appointed Officials 

(Mean = 3.35), as seen in the next table. 
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Table 6. Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priorities, Means by Position Type 

How important are each of the following priorities for funding outdoor recreation and conservation 

efforts in your community, where 1 = Not at all important and 5 = Extremely important?  

Mean score out of 5, by Position Type 

 Directors 

(n = 186 - 203) 

Appointed Officials 

(n = 238 - 288) 

Elected Officials 

(n = 328 - 360) 

Other 

(n = 177 - 187) 

Acquire and protect open 

space (as undeveloped, 

conserved land) 

3.48 3.14 3.31 3.60 

Acquire additional land and 

water areas for developed 

recreation 

3.07 2.68 2.90 3.15 

Maintain existing park and 

recreation areas 
4.70 4.49 4.39 4.37 

Provide environmental and 

conservation programs 
3.49 3.11 3.35 3.54 

Provide recreation programs at 

parks and recreation areas 
4.03 3.58 3.68 3.70 

Protect wildlife and fish habitat 3.50 3.35 3.58 3.75 

Build more greenways/trails 3.94 3.49 3.69 4.02 

Restore damaged rivers and 

streams 
3.49 3.56 3.46 3.61 

Build walking paths and bicycle 

lanes or trails between places 

of work, parks, schools, and 

shopping areas 

3.85 3.38 3.74 3.86 

 

 

Following trends found in other questions, respondents who represented populations of less than 

5,000 generally provided lower mean scores for outdoor recreation and conservation funding 

priorities in their communities (Mean = 3.33; n = 371 ð 434) than those supporting populations of 

5,000 to 24,999 (Mean = 3.72; n = 349 ð 381), who, in turn, provided lower mean scores than those 

supporting populations of 25,000 or more (Mean = 3.84; n = 196 ð 203). The only exception to this 

trend was the Maintain existing park and recreation areas item, which obtained a slightly higher score 

from those supporting populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (Mean = 4.56) than those supporting 

populations of 25,000 or more (mean = 4.49). Also notable was the Build walking paths and bicycle 

lanes or trails between places of work, parks, school, and shopping areas item, which had a mean 

score of 4.16 for those with populations of 25,000 or more. This score significantly exceeded the 

average differences seen between the different populations, indicating more relative importance for 

this particular item, as seen in the following table. 
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Table 7. Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priorities, Means by Population 
Size Served 

How important are each of the following priorities for funding outdoor recreation and 

conservation efforts in your community, where 1 = Not at all important and 5 = Extremely 

important? Mean score out of 5, by Population Size Served 

 Less than 5,000 

(n = 371 - 434) 

5,000 to 24,999 

(n = 349 - 381) 

25,000 or more 

(n = 196 - 203) 

Acquire and protect open space 

(as undeveloped, conserved 

land) 

3.07 3.52 3.60 

Acquire additional land and 

water areas for developed 

recreation 

2.67 3.03 3.21 

Maintain existing park and 

recreation areas 
4.38 4.56 4.49 

Provide environmental and 

conservation programs 
3.07 3.48 3.65 

Provide recreation programs at 

parks and recreation areas 
3.38 3.95 3.97 

Protect wildlife and fish habitat 3.42 3.58 3.68 

Build more greenways/trails 3.36 3.92 4.16 

Restore damaged rivers and 

streams 
3.33 3.64 3.67 

Build walking paths and bicycle 

lanes or trails between places of 

work, parks, schools, and 

shopping areas 

3.28 3.84 4.16 
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Respondents who indicated that it is extremely important to acquire and protect open space as 

undeveloped conserved land ranged from lows of 10.8% (n = 158) in the South Central region and 

18.4% (n = 168) in the Northern Tier region to a high of 41.1% (n = 206) in the Southeast region, as 

seen in the next map. Darker colors represent a higher proportion of respondents that selected 

Extremely important for the specified item. 

 

Figure 28. Importance of Acquiring and Protecting Open Space, by Region 

 
 

 

Maintenance and Management Challenges 

All respondents were then asked to indicate whether various challenges faced by their local 

governments or agencies when providing park and recreation facilities and services were Not a 

challenge, a Minor challenge, a Significant challenge, or a Major challenge. Items were broken into 

two categories: Maintenance and Management Issues and Emerging Trends. Looking at 

Maintenance and Management Issues, the top items identified as Major challenges were Creating 

new park and recreation facilities (36.6%; n = 996), Maintaining existing local parks in the 

community (25.3%; n = 1,024), Creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity (25.2%; n = 

970), Lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and recreation facilities (22.5%; n = 1,005), and 

Providing inclusive programs and facilities for persons with disabilities (15.0%; n = 984). The items 

of least concern to respondents, where higher proportions of respondents chose Not a challenge, 

included Lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and recreation facilities (30.9%; n = 1,005), 
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Complaints from citizens about park conditions (31.7%; n = 1,013), and Ensuring public safety in 

parks and recreation areas (20.1%; n = 1,021). Interestingly, lack of acreage or suitable sites for new 

parks and recreation facilities was both a top Major challenge and the top mention as Not a 

challenge by respondents, indicating different priorities among respondents. 

 
The percentages of respondents that chose Significant challenge and Major challenge were then 

combined and compared to responses from the 2014 survey. On average, 47.4% of respondents 

chose Significant challenge or Major challenge to this series of items (n = 970 ð 1,024), compared to 

42.6% in 2014 (n = unknown), indicating a 4.8% increase in the average number of Significant and 

Major challenge selections for Maintenance and Management Issues. Two items actually decreased 

from 2014 to 2019: The percentage of respondents selecting Significant or Major challenge for 

Creating new park and recreation facilities decreased from 75.2% in 2014 to 70.3% in 2019, although 

it remained the top response, while the percent that selected these options for Lack of acreage or 

suitable sites for new parks and recreation facilities decreased from 48.1% in 2014 to 40.3% in 2019. 

All other items increased from 2014 to 2019. The largest increases were seen in Maintaining existing 

local parks in the community, which increased from 46.6% in 2014 to 61.1% in 2019, and Providing 

inclusive programs and facilities for persons with disabilities, which increased from 37.4% in 2014 to 

49.8% in 2019. It should be noted that nearly two-thirds of respondents indicated that Creating and 

enhancing trail access and connectivity was a Significant or Major problem, landing it in the second-

highest position. 

 

The figures on the following pages depict respondentsõ indications of how much of a challenge 

maintenance and management issues are for their local governments or agencies and the comparison 

of corresponding Significant challenge and Major challenge responses between the 2014 and 2019 

surveys. 
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Figure 29. Maintenance and Management Challenges 
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Figure 30. Maintenance and Management Challenges, by Survey Year 

 
 

Looking at the various challenges faced by their local governments or agencies when providing park 

and recreation facilities and services by position type, on average, 47.1% of Directors (n = 195 ð 

202) said that the Maintenance and Management Issues were a Significant challenge or Major 

challenge, as compared to 50.7% of Elected Officials (n = 378 ð 357), 48.2% of those with Other 

positions (n = 169 ð 182), and just 42.9% of Appointed Officials (n = 253 ð 281). Although 

Directors tended to have a higher proportion of members that rated these items as Significant or 

Major challenges, Appointed Officials were equally likely to say that Determining how to best 

provide services to different user groups and to manage different uses of the same parks was a 

70.3%
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Creating new park and recreation facilities

Creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity

Maintaining existing local parks in the community

Providing inclusive programs and facilities for persons with
disabilities

Determining how to best provide services to different user
groups and to manage different uses of the same parks (e.g.,

hiking vs. organized sports vs. nature programs)

Lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and recreation
facilities

Ensuring public safety in parks and recreation areas

Complaints from citizens about park conditions

Please specify the degree to which the following issues are challenges 
or concerns for your local government or agency: Significant / Major 

Challenge Percent, Maintenance & Management Issues, By Survey Year

2019 (n = 970 - 1,024) 2014 (n = unknown)
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Significant or Major challenge (Director = 37.7%; Appointed Officials = 37.9%). Similarly, despite 

the fact that Elected Officials had higher overall percentages rating Maintenance and Management 

Issues as Significant or Major challenges, Directors were equally likely to say that Lack of acreage or 

suitable sites for new parks and recreation facilities (Directors = 43.9%; Elected Officials = 43.8%) 

and Maintaining existing local parks in the community (Directors = 61.5%; Elected Officials = 

61.3%) were Significant or Major challenges, as seen in the next table. 

 

Table 8. Maintenance and Management Challenges, by Position Type 

Please specify the degree to which the following issues are challenges or concerns for your local 

government or agency by indicating whether each is Not a challenge, a Minor challenge, a Significant 

challenge, or a Major challenge: Total Percent for Significant/Major Challenge Combined,                     

by Position Type 

Maintenance /  

Management Issues 

Directors 

(n = 195 - 202) 

Appointed Officials 

(n = 248 - 288) 

Elected Officials 

(n = 347 - 357) 

Other 

(n = 169 - 182) 

Creating new park and 

recreation facilities 
69.5% 64.9% 73.7% 72.6% 

Creating and enhancing trail 

access and connectivity 
58.5% 55.6% 67.4% 72.8% 

Lack of acreage or suitable 

sites for new parks and 

recreation facilities 

43.9% 38.6% 43.8% 31.8% 

Maintaining existing local parks 

in the community 
61.5% 58.3% 61.3% 64.8% 

Providing inclusive programs 

and facilities for persons with 

disabilities 

51.0% 43.1% 55.7% 47.3% 

Determining how to best 

provide services to different 

user groups and to manage 

different uses of the same 

parks (e.g., hiking vs. organized 

sports vs. nature programs) 

37.7% 37.9% 46.7% 43.4% 

Ensuring public safety in parks 

and recreation areas 
34.2% 28.5% 34.7% 29.2% 

Complaints from citizens 

about park conditions 
20.4% 16.5% 22.3% 23.6% 

 

Looking at the sizes of populations served, on average, respondents serving less than 5,000 residents 

saw similar proportions saying that Maintenance and Management Issues were a Significant or Major 

challenge (46.8%; n = 382 ð 429) to both those serving populations with 5,000 to 24,999 residents 

(47.5%; n = 366 ð 379) and 25,000 residents or more (49.2%; n = 190 ð 202). However, looking at 
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individual items suggests that those serving populations of 25,000 or more faced different challenges 

than those serving smaller populations. Higher proportions of these respondents rated Creating and 

enhancing trail access and connectivity as a Significant or Major challenge (72.8%) and Determining 

how to best provide services to different user groups and to manage different uses of the same parks 

(47.2%) than those serving populations of less than 5,000 (58.6% and 37.8%, respectively). In fact, 

Creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity was identified as the biggest challenge 

by those serving populations of 25,000 or more. In addition, more of those serving populations 

of 25,000 or more saw Maintaining existing local parks in the community as a Significant or Major 

challenge (67.0%) than those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (56.2%). Conversely, fewer 

respondents who served populations of 25,000 or more saw Lack of acreage or suitable sites for new 

parks and recreation facilities as a Significant or Major problem (31.8%) than those serving 

populations of less than 5,000 (41.8%) and 5,000 to 24,999 (44.5%), as seen in the next table. 

 

Table 9. Maintenance and Management Challenges, by Population Size Served 

Please specify the degree to which the following issues are challenges or concerns for your 

local government or agency by indicating whether each is Not a challenge, a Minor 

challenge, a Significant challenge, or a Major challenge: Total Percent for 

Significant/Major Challenge Combined, by Population Size Served 

Maintenance /  

Management Issues 

Less than 5,000 

(n = 382 - 429) 

5,000 to 24,999 

(n= 366 - 379) 

25,000 or more  

(n= 190 - 202) 

Creating new park and recreation 

facilities 
68.5% 73.9% 68.7% 

Creating and enhancing trail access 

and connectivity 
58.6% 63.4% 72.8% 

Lack of acreage or suitable sites for 

new parks and recreation facilities 
41.8% 44.5% 31.8% 

Maintaining existing local parks in 

the community 
63.1% 56.2% 67.0% 

Providing inclusive programs and 

facilities for persons with disabilities 
51.1% 49.3% 47.9% 

Determining how to best provide 

services to different user groups 

and to manage different uses of the 

same parks (e.g., hiking vs. 

organized sports vs. nature 

programs) 

37.8% 44.5% 47.2% 

Ensuring public safety in parks and 

recreation areas 
31.9% 31.4% 34.0% 

Complaints from citizens about 

park conditions 
21.4% 16.8% 24.4% 
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Emerging Trends Challenges 

All respondents were then asked to indicate whether various emerging trends challenges faced by 

their local governments or agencies were Not a challenge, a Minor challenge, a Significant challenge, 

or a Major challenge. Looking at just those who rated items as a Major challenge, top responses 

included Addressing the lack of youth engagement in outdoor recreation (18.1%; n = 989), Keeping 

up with technological changes (16.5%; n = 999), Providing park and recreation facilities/services 

that meet the needs of individuals with disabilities (15.6%; n = 1,005), Responding to emerging or 

new types of outdoor recreation activities (15.5%; n = 986), and Improving public health through 

outdoor recreation (12.0%; n = 986). Items with the highest proportions of respondents indicating 

that the trends were Not a challenge included Decline in team sports (40.0%; n = 944) and Adapting 

to a more ethnically/racially diverse population (37.0%; n = 955). 

 

The percentages of respondents that chose Significant challenge and Major challenge were then 

combined and compared to responses from the 2014 survey. On average, 44.2% of respondents 

chose Significant challenge or Major challenge to this series of items (n = 944 ð 1,005), compared to 

34.7% in 2014 (n = unknown), indicating a large 9.5% increase in the average number of Significant 

and Major challenge selections for Emerging Trends Issues. This suggests that the items identified as 

emerging trends were found to be larger challenges, on average, than in the 2014 survey. This 

change was driven by the Need to adapt to an aging population, which increased from 23.9% of 

respondents who identified it as a Significant or Major challenge in 2014 to 49.2% who said so in 

2019. This 25.3% increase clearly indicates that this is an emerging problem for respondents. About 

half of respondents indicated that Responding to emerging or new types of outdoor recreation 

activities (54.6%), Providing park and recreation facilities/services that meet the needs of individuals 

with disabilities (53.4%), Addressing the lack of youth engagement in outdoor recreation (51.9%), 

Improving public health through outdoor recreation (49.8%), and Adapting to an aging population 

(49.2%) were Significant or Major problems in the 2019 survey. 

 

The figures on the following pages depict respondentsõ indications of how much of a challenge 

emerging trends issues are for their local governments or agencies and the comparison of 

corresponding Significant challenge and Major challenge responses between the 2014 and 2019 

surveys. 
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Figure 31. Emerging Trend Challenges 

 

10.8%

16.1%

8.4%

16.2%

11.5%

10.6%

40.0%

11.3%

37.0%

34.7%

32.1%

38.2%

39.6%

40.7%

39.6%

33.4%

39.5%

42.3%

39.0%

33.8%

37.8%

32.3%

31.2%

37.8%

17.4%

36.4%

14.8%

15.5%

18.1%

15.6%

11.9%

16.5%

12.0%

9.2%

12.8%

6.0%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0%15.0%20.0%25.0%30.0%35.0%40.0%45.0%

Responding to emerging or new types of outdoor
recreation activities (e.g., dog parks, pickleball; n = 986)

Addressing the lack of youth engagement in outdoor
recreation (n = 989)

Providing park and recreation facilities/services that meet
the needs of individuals with disabilities (n = 1,005)

Promoting green infrastructure at parks (e.g., native
landscaping, grow zones, tree planting, sustainable
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Improving public health (e.g., physical activity, mental
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Please specify the degree to which the following issues are 
challenges or concerns for your local government or agency: 

Emerging Trends

Not a challenge Minor challenge Significant challenge Major challenge












































